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NUCLEAR DETERRENCE: 

A LOOK AT THE PAST AW FCTURE THROUGH THE EYES OF A BEHOLDER 

INTRODUCTIOR- 

The purpose of this paper IS to analyze United States’ strategic nuclear deterrence pohcy and 

discuss its relevance and apphcablhty followmg the end of the Cold War This paper will look at the 

defimtloti , theory and strategy of nuclear deterrence as it serted the Umted States throughout the Cold 

War, and ~111 discuss its vlabll$ for the future 

Although chemical and blologlcal weapons are now generaIl) linked together with nuclear 

weapons mto the category of “ Weapons of Mass Destruction”, this paper addresses only the nuclear 

weapons issue It 1s certamly conceivable that chemical and bIologIcal weapons and their delivery 

systems will soon provide their potential users with the destructive capability equivalent to nuclear 

weapons It 1s also true that their acqulsltlon and use provide many advantages over nuclear weapons 

Nuclear weapons, however, are dlstmct from these other weapons because of their demonstrated 

capablllty to produce Instantaneous destructlon on a massive scale and the mystique which has grown 

around them as a result of the central and unique role they played m the last 45 years of superpower 

competltlon known as the Cold War Because \\e have been hvmg with nuclear weapons as leg&mate 

instruments of war we have developed definttlve attitudes, pohcles and preJudices concemmg them 

Therefox, this discussion will be limited to nuclear weapons The evcluslon of chemical and blologlcal 

weapons from this dlscusslon does not imply they are less of a threat or less worthy of our concern 

NUCLEAR DETERRENCE DEFJXED 

To begm a dIscussIon of deterrence and, more specifically, nuclear deterrence, It IS helpful to 

prot lde a workable defimtlon Although there are many available, the followmg two defimtlons are 

useful 

“If the enemy IS to be coerced jou must put him m a sltuatlon that 1s even more unpleasant than the 

sacrifice IOU call on him to make” (Clausewltz p 77) 
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“Deterrence The prevention from action by fear of the consequences Deterrence 1s a state of mmd 

brought about by the existence of a credible threat of unacceptable counter action ” (Joint Pub l- 

02) 

Deterrence, of course, IS not a new concept, It was not invented as an outgrowth of the 

developqent of nuclear weapons Military forces have long had a coerclte function Whether or not 

Clausewltz’ formulation of coercion precisely fits the logic of war m the nuclear age, deterrence IS m fact 

a form of coercion What dlstmgulshes nuclear deterrence from its conventional predecessors IS the 

astronomical inflation of the cost of war which was introduced with the first use of nuclear weapons on 

August 6, 1945 

-. The release of atomic energy constitutes a new force too revolutlonaq to consider m the framework of 

old ideas ” - President Truman m an address to Congress, 3 October, 1945 (Bechhoefer p 30) 

Whether or not you believe that the mtroductlon of nuclear weapons was a true “Retolutlon m 

Mlhtary Affairs”, the fact IS that the mtroductlon of nuclear weapons mto the arsenal of warfare radically 

transformed not only the cost of war, but also necessitated a transformation m man’s thmkmg +~~LIx~~,< 
A-“-- 

2hd how to avoid it 
---- -- ----- - 

- _- 

Nuclear weapons have produced an immense disparity beh% een the costs and gains associated 

with aggression They have also altered the very concept of military vlctorq The ability to annihilate the 

enemy has now evolved mto the ability to annihilate the planet as well The concentrated power of 

nuclear weapons and the lack of an effective defense against them dominated relations behbeen the h%o <o ’ 
/ 

superpowers since at least the 1960’s For the last three decades of the Cold War, neither the United 

States nor the Sot let Union had any reahstlc expectation of being able to ph>slcally deprive the other of 

the ablllo to anmhllate an) opponent through the use of nuclear weapons 

Another definition of deterrence IS the ability to dissuade an adversary from mltlatmg action by 

convmcmg him that the cost of such actlon would exceed the gain How does the possession of nuclear 

weapons modify this defimtlon~ As David Fisher wrote, for hvo nuclear powers to be mutually deterred. 

the following hvo condltlons must exist 

(1) Each side has the ablhb , If attacked by the other, to m&t on the attacker 

sufficient harm to ouhveigh any conceivable gam to be secured by the attack 

(2) Neither side can rule out that the other might use this ablhty, if attacked 

(Fisher p 6) 
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If and onl> If these hvo condmons are met, neither country, acting m a rational manner, will 

mitlate a nuclear war Fisher’s definmon necessitates a balance of mlhtarq power sufficient to meet 

condltlod (1), and the belief by each side that the opponent could have the ~111 to use those weapons 

(condltlon (2)) Unlike conventional deterrence, for nuclear weapons to meet condltlon (l), they need not 

be matched m quantity and quality on each side Rather, nuclear weapons are sufficlentlq destructive that 

the only balance of forces reqwred 1s the assured abll@ to inflict unacceptably costly damage on the 

other side, regardless of the actions of the opponent This IS a crltlcal dlstmctlon, as evidenced by the 

great em 
r 
hasls the United States placed m the Soviet Umon’s capablhty to retaliate m the early part of 

the Cold War, even though our nuclear arsenal was clearly superior m both quantity and quahty before 

the mid \96O’s As Fisher points out, “the balance of power m the nuclear era 1s inherent11 more stable 

and less prone to disturbance by arms racing to achleke quantitative superiority than 1s a conventional 

balance” (Fisher p 10) 

The second part of Fisher’s definition, which applies to any type of deterrence, IS an extremely 

crucial aspect, one which requires a more detailed look beyond a mere definition of deterrence, mto the 

theory behind the prmclple 

NUCLEAR DETERRENCE THEORY 

‘ Deterrence, like beauty. 1s m the eye of the beholder ” 

- Harvard Nuclear Study Group, 198; (Carnesale p 33) 

Deterrence 1s concerned as much with perceptions as with capabllmes Thus the second part of 
w - - .I-._ 

Fisher’s definmon leads to a dlscusslon of the general theory of deterrence Deterrence theory, like so 

many otper things m which mankind 1s involved, 1s relative m time and situation In addltlon to the 

military power necessary to meet Fisher’s first condltlon, his second ingredient, perception, 1s also 

extremely important However, unhke military power, perceptlon 1s quite difficult to measure As Henry 

Klssm&$ald “What the potential aggressor believes IS more important than what 1s objectively true 

Deterrence occurs above all m the minds of men ” (Klssmger p 15) 

Thus it 1s the psychological criteria of perception associated with deterrence which makes it so 

difficult and so precarious a theory The accuracy of these perceptions 1s most important m the nuclear 

pohcymakmg process and, therefore, it 1s not real@ itself which determines our behavior m regards to 

deterrerice, but the image of real@ This therefore makes us susceptible to our culturally-biased 



McGahan 4 

percepttohs of reality and not necessarily those of our adbeersarles Perhaps the most dangerous aspect of 

this perception problem IS what we perceive to be “ratlonai ‘- behavior of others 

The most basic notion underlying deterrence the00 IS that of ratlonahty We assume, as does 

Fisher’s cjefimtlon, that the behavior of leaders ~111 be motlkated bq a set of objectites derived from the 

rational interests of then- natlon As explained by Graham T Allison of Harvard Umverslty, government 

heads are viewed m this context as if they were “unitary actors faced with the relatively simple problem 

of devising the most cost effective method of reahzlng the desired effect” (Catudal p 56) 

The theory of deterrence therefore assumes that government decisionmakers, even m a period of 

great stress, will act m a rational manner Critics of strategic nuclear deterrence theory point out the 

paradox of this assumption Ratlonal leaders must threaten to perform an u-rational action, that IS, the 

mutual annlhilatlon of not onl, their adversary’s country, but also their own (Catudal p 57) 

There are several other key aspects of the theory of deterrence w hlch must be understood Both 

parts of Fisher’s definrtlon require a great deal of credlblhty, the force abailable and the potential will to 

employ tpt force must be perceived as credible by the potential adversag Credlblhty mvolves the 

technological capablll5 to employ nuclear weapons and, more Importantly, an appreciation of the vital 

interests of a nation A nuclear power 1s most like11 to go to war with nuclear weapons d Its national 

survlbal IS at stake This was understood bl both superpo\$ers durmg the Cold War, and IS St111 applicable 

m today’s proliferated world, as ~111 be discussed later Credlblhty IS also achieved bj the making of 

commitments, of treaties \\hrch one’s adversary has a reasonable presumption of behevmg will be 

honored Thus the Cmted States extended a “nuclear umbrella” over its allies m Western Europe and 

Northeast Asia which those both under the umbrella and our adversaries beliebed to be a credible and 

firm coIlfmltment As defense specialist Cohn Gray stated “ a credible determination to fight might 

avail httie if the quantity and quality of combat polser threatened falls short of some critical threshold of 

effect as seen by the intended deterrees” (Gray p 15) 

Another fundamental of deterrence theory and, according to its crmcs, another major weakness, 

IS Its aqblgulty This applies to both the conventional and tactical nuclear battlefield During the Cold 

War, it could neker really be ascertained Just what the response to the use of theater nuclear weapons 

would be The NATO strategy of relymg upon tactical nuclear weapons to rmtlally counter, or slow 

down, a Warsaw Pact mvaslon of Western Europe could be argued to have th\+arted the So\ lets. smce 

the> could not be certain If we would m fact employ them or If we would resort to strategic weapons if 

they failed Conversely, \\e were never certam that our use of tactlcal nuclear weapons would not lead to 

an escalation to the strategic level by the So\ lets Also, throughout the Cold War, from the Cuban 
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Missile crisis to Vietnam, the uncertamty as to whether confrontation/conflict would escalate to the 

strategic nuclear level was a maJor unknown which dramatically influenced and constrained the 

behavior of both superpo\\ers 

As a final aspect of deterrence theory, it IS mstructlve to look at the two basic schools of thought 

mto M hich Cori Dauber has placed the debate over the employment of nuclear \\eapons Dauber states 

that there were hvo highly developed and exclusive theoretical structures govemmg nuclear strategic 

doctrine up through the end of the Cold War These hvo categories are the “-MAD” group and the 

“warfightmg”, or counterforce dominance, group According to the MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) 

group, nuclear weapons were to be used solely for the ~217 narron mission of deterring the use of 

nuclear weapons against American territory Thus , a “Crisis Stabihty” condition was created when both 

sides knew that either side could absorb a nuclear attack on us territory and still retam the capabthty to 

mfhct unacceptable damage on the aggressor The “\varfightmg” group of theorists held that nuclear 

lveapons could be used to deter the Soviet Union from a range of actions To this group it was necessary 

to have nuclear superronty at every stage m a potential escalation sttuation (Dauber p 8) To the extent 

that these are all rhetorical arguments, n is mstructwe that the actual strategy the United States and 

NATO employed was a combmation of the hvo, one at the strategic and the other at the tactical level 

There are many theorists and scholars who, like HonoFqdal. argue that strategic nuclear 

deterrence was a poorly formulated, weak and vague con&< vvhrch only provided an illusion of security 

during the Cold War However, as then-US Ambassador I$artm J Hlllenbrand wrote to Catudal m 1924 

“Whatever one may think about how deterrence has operated m the post-world war-11 

period, it IS a fact that since we dropped our hvo fission bombs on Hu-o&&;nd Kagasakl, , 
no nuclear weapons have been used m anger for nearly 39 years This is an overrldmg fact 

Whether some rough sort of deterrence is primartly responsrble, or other causal factors have 

been operative m a declsrve sense, one cannot dismiss of deterrence as an 

operating factor m the minds of decision-makers during times of crisis and confrontation ” 

(Catudal p 80) 

The bottom lure, as the Ambassador stated, is that \\e did not go to nuclear war We could debate 

forever 1% hether war with the Soviet Union was avoided because or m spite of nuclear deterrence theory 

From a mrhtary perspective, the theory lvorked It worked because ~2 possessed the capability to deter, 

and our adversary believed us v\ lllmg to use that capabihty That \% illmgness vtas manifested m the 

various strategies we employed 
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>-UCLEAR DETERREFCE STR4TEGY 

Strategic theorists have identified three basic tqpes of deterrence 

(1) deterrence b> denial, 

(2) deterrence by punishment, and 

(3) deterrence by defeat 

(Catudal p 50) 

Denial refers to the “concetvable gain” discussed m the first part of Fisher’s definition of deterrence A 

potential aggressor would be deterred from mltlatmg a conflict because he would not be able to 

accomplish his goal, his war ObJective Punishment is the “sufflclent harm”, the unacceptable damage 

which the potential victim of aggression must be capable of mfhctmg upon the aggressor for there to be 

a credible deterrent Deterrence by defeat IS the prevention of war bq the certainty of the potential 

aggressor that his aggression would be unsuccessful The dlstmctlon between denial and pumshment was 

made quite clear by former US Secretary of State Dean Acheson . We mean that the only deterrent to 

the lmposmon of Russian will m Western Europe IS the belief that from the outset of any such attempt 

American po\+er would be employed m stopping it, and if necessary, would mfllct on the Soklet Lruon 

injury which the Moscow regime would not wish to suffer” (Mearshelmer p 15) 

The United States relied primarily on the strategy of deterrence by pumshment at the strategic 

level, wherein we maintained the ablhtl to destroy large portions of the clvlhan population and industry 

of our potential opponent, eken after absorbing a first strike At the theater or tactical level. \%e employed 

a strategy of deterrence bq denial, whereby we would deny the numerically superior conventional 

Warsaw Pact forces their ObJectives m Western Europe by the threat of tactical nuclear weapons (the 

great NATO equalizer) 

bS Strategic Nuclear pohcq was not Just created overnight m response to the perceived Soviet 

threat to our existence Our deterrent strategy developed through several phases, gradually evolvmg as 

the political rivalry and mlhtary/ nuclear capablhtles of the h%o superpowers grew mto the Cold War 

followmg World War II The mltlal strategy of deterrence grew out of the larger strategy for opposmg 

\\orldwlde Soviet ambitions, which was the “contamment ‘* pohcl developed by George Kennan 

At the start of the Cold War, the conventional military capablhg of the United States was 

dlstmctlq inferior to that of the So\ let Union, partlcularlq regarding protection of our allies m Europe 

This vu\nerablllt> could on14 be countered bq the Important fact that the Umted States was the sole 
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possessor of the atomic bomb The B-29 bombers deployed to bases m Europe were intended to deliver 

nuclear weapons to Soviet cities and mdustrlal centers m the event of war This capabll@ was thus the 

first drastic threat of retaliation which the US used as deterrence This “Crty Busting” strategy was 

lmprovlsed as the on11 feasible deterrent atallable to us at that time This strategy led to one of 

-‘Extended Deterrence” as we first opened our “nuclear umbrella” to protect our non-nuclear allies The 

first Soviet explosion of a nuclear device, along with the takeover of China by the communists m 1949 

led to a complete reassessment of the world situation by the Truman admmlstratlon This eventually 

resulted m our production of a large stockpile of nuclear weapons to support a deterrence pohcy of 

Massive Retaliation 

Follow mg the Korean War a pohcy of Graduated Deterrence was developed, but not officially 

adopted, as a means of deterring future -‘Koreas” by the threat of conducting “hmlted ‘. nuclear war The 

Flexible Response strategy that was adopted by the early 1960’s was designed to pro\ lde more options as 

the US and SAT0 conventional capability grew The next major shift m deterrence pohc~ occurred as a 

result of our dramatic improvements m accuracy, numerical superior19 and survlvablhty of our nuclear 

capability This Assured Destruction, later to be known as the now famous MAD strategy, enabled us to 

avoid targeting cmes and focus on “counterforce” attack capability This strategy was possible because 

of the first strike surt lvablhty which our 40s and submarines now provided First strike survlvablh~ 

dlmmlshed the incentive for a first strike and consequently provided a basis for mutual restraint Various 

deterrent strategies and targeting policies were developed through the 1970’s and ‘SO’s, including 

Sufficie?cy, Flexible Targeting, and Countervallmg Force, all of which relied on US nuclear superiority 

and survlvablhty All were attempts to provide viable options to counter Soviet aggressive behavior 

Partlcularl) remarkable about the evoh ement of these strategies was the apparent presumption 

that a nuclear war could be fought and won on a massne scale, despite the devastation which would 

result from such a war (It IS fittmg that the unofficial name given to this strategy m the 1980’s was 

h-uclear Utlhzatlon Target Selection, or “XUTS” ) We finished up the Cold War with h%o variations of 

the XIAD strategy , that of Horizontal Escalation and Simultaneity, both products of the 

ReaganlWemberger Admmlstratlon (Catudal pp 13-20) 

This was essentially the strategic nuclear deterrence pohcy which we retained through the fall of 

the Berlin Wall. the breakup of the Soviet Union, and mto the Post Cold War Era Despite the drastic 

changes m the okera global balance of power which these monumental events signaled, no maJor 

change was proposed until after the 1991 Nuclear Policy Review \\as completed By thrs time change 

was def mtely m order 1 
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POST COLD WAR STRATEGIC DETERREKCE 

As part of the mtroductlon to the first post-Cold War nuclear pohcq review, Secretary of Defense 

Perry announced ‘. The new posture 1s no longer based on Mutual Assured Destruction We have 

coined a hew word for our new posture which we call Mutual Assured Safety. or MAY (Boldrick p SO) 

This pohcy drasticall> reduced the operational tempo and the size of our nuclear arsenal, m keeping with 

the START II Treaty hmltations 

Wtth the end of the Cold War, the dlssolutlon of the Soviet Union and the ehmmatlon of the 

Warsaw pact threat to Western Europe, there IS certainly less of a risk of strategic nuclear warfare 

behveen the United States and the former Soviet Union (FSU) However, are nuclear weapons now 

* obsolete”, as so many people believe, including former Commander of the US Space Command , 

General Charles Homer, who said exactly that m 1991 shortly before he retired? (Boldrick p 8 1) 

While there 1s certainly room for optrmlsm concemmg world, and particularly, US-FSU 

relations, there 1s no Justification for ehmmatmg nuclear weapons as long as the need for a credible 

deterrent exists As long as nuclear weapons exist, and they can’t be dlsmvented, the United States needs 

to retam pore than Just the “~n-tual reality” of nuclear Lxeapons \\hlch some people are advocating 

Whether or not J ou believe open markets and democraq are capable of transforming the FSU mto Just 

another trading partner, the fact is, that as we discussed m the context of deterrence, intentions are 

extremely difficult to analyze Capablhtles, on the other hand are not Russia still possess a great arsenal 

of nuclear weapons. which, If nothing else, gives it perhaps its last remaining Justification for superpower 

status 

Russia 1s going through an extremely turbulent period m its struggle for a new identity This 

struggle 1s not likely to resoh e itself for many years, regardless of the outcome of the upcoming 1996 

presidential elections Even more crmcal than these elections IS the overall Russian mmdset Is this 

period merely Just one of “pered) shka”, or breathing spell, as perhaps was the USSR’s strategy prior to 

Its demise? Certamly there IS hlstorlcal evidence of a long-term Russian understanding of its own 

weaknesses and an appreciation of the strategies necessary to deal w Ith an adversary of oven+helmmg 

technological capability and economic might (Kass p 185) 

Whether the Russian people will utilize this period to create a true democratic tradition out of the 

ashes of the FSU, or if this becomes a breathing spell to catch up to the West, we must mamtam an alert 

awareness of both the “known” of capablhtles and the “unknown” of intentions, especlall) gnen our 
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vulnerablhtles Right now and for the foreseeable future, the strategic nuclear arsenal of the FSU IS the 

only real military threat to our preeminent vital interest national sum I\ al Cntll such time as that threat 

no longer exists. we need to maintain the nuclear mlhtarq might required to deter the potential - If remote 

- threat of nuclear aggression We cannot allow our security and surt oval to rely solely upon the hope 

that war behseen us and Russia ~111 never take place 

In our rush to arms reductions and “Sew World Order”, we must not allow ourselves to believe 

that eke9 one M 111 act as we do, If we only give them the chance Perhaps Secretarq Perry realized this 

when shortly after his “MAS” proclamatron, he modified his description of our pohcy to one of “leading 

and hedging” We must take the lead m forming a more tranquil relationship with the FSU, nhlle 

hedging qgamst a possible resurgence of a definite nuclear threat (Boldrick p 82) Unfortunately , for the 

foreseeable future, the level of risk ~111 always be greater than zero, and we must be prepared to respond 

to capabilities, not intent 

TACTICAL NUCLEAR WEAPOXS AS A DETERRENT 

As discussed earlier, tactical nuclear weapons systems (TNWS) served as a deterrent to Warsaw 

Pact aggression m Central Europe during the Cold War, where the) were deployed as part of SATO’s 

holding strategy Obviously the mere presence of nuclear weapons did not prevent other conflicts during 

the Cold War, from Vietnam to Afghanistan The fact remains, however, that they were available but not 

used to influence the outcomes of any of these conflicts, even when the posslblhty existed that they 

could Whenever \ ltal interests of the other opposing superpower was either directly or peripherally 

involved the very real potential for escalation to a strategic nuclear exchange was sufficient to deter the 

superpov,ers from using nuclear weapons to influence the outcome of a corn entlonal conflict 

The world IS now a very different place, and the Post Cold War. World Order” IS complicated bq 

many factors Without the “stablhzmg” influence of the bipolar world, without the ever-present potential 

for nuclear devastation, large and small states alike are more free to pursue their own ambitions 

Llke\+lse, “rogue” states, held m check \\ hlle clients of the superpowers, are now more wlllmg to pursue 

their ambitions and the weapon9 necessag to accomplish those ambitions Thus, the threat of weapons 

of mass destruction (W&ID), of which nuclear IS onI> one, has m many ways increased To this must be 

added the threat from non-state actors. such as militant extremists, who are also pursuing their own 

agendas and capabilities 
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Should nuclear neapons be used as a deterrent against such non-traditional opponents? Can such 

deterrence be successful’ Under \shat cu-cumstances would we beJustified m using nuclear weapons m 

a sltuatlon other than what \\e faced during the Cold War, the threat of total anmhllatlorP 

Durmg the Cold War, nuclear weapons were relatively easy for most Americans to Just& As a 

weapon of last resort, If one’s back IS against the wall, it IS easy to ratlonahze the awesome 

destructiveness \\ hlch nuclear weapons will produce However, can we Justify then- use m a situation 

other than one m which our very sun IL al IS threatened7 Can we use them to settle a regional conflict’ 

Can we employ them to prevent or contam a nuclear or other WMD confllct~ 

Recause of their immense destructive potential and the long “tradmon of non-use” which has 

evolved around nuclear weapons, several very important ethical and strategic problems must be 

consldered before we answer such questions Contemplation of any use of force must always include an 

evaluation of the proportlonahty and dlscrlmmatlon criteria which the Just War Tradition requires The 

nature of nuclear weapons dictates special caution m these areas Would the harmful effects of the 

weapons’ use be m proportion to the evil either perpetrated or contemplated by an aggressor7 Could 

non-combatant casualties, either by the Immediate destructive force of the weapon, or as a result of 

radioactIve contammatron of the environment, be mmlmtzed with an application of nuclear weapons? 

Strategically. could we keep any such use of nuclear weapons from escalating mto a broader employment 

of WMVrq, either m immediate response to our use, or at some later point m time? Once we break the 

tradition of non-use for a sltuatlon we determine to be of sufficient gravlq to warrant such action, could 

~\e ever agam reasonably hope to deter other nuclear states from using WMD when they are faced with a 

crisis they determine to be equally grave? 

The short ans\+er IS We don’t know However, as long as there are potential aggressors who 

either possess or can be reasonably expected to someday possess such destructively powerful weapons, 

we must keep our options open We must retam the capablhrq to deter such aggression by possessmg a 

credible means of exacting a cost too high for the aggressor to bear This capability must be able to 

dlscrlmlhate to the maximum extent between the regime which IS perpetrating the aggression and those 

uho mofally and ethically we determine to be non-combatants We must utlhze our technological 
I 

resources to produce weapons both sufficiently destructive and dlscrlmmate to make our actions both 

effective and ethically Justifiable With weapons we currentI> possess, such issues cannot be resolved 

before the exact nature of the crisis 1s fully known It IS vitally important to mamtam the option to utlhze 

anq weapon, even nuclear, If the nature and the circumstances of the crlsls dictate Its use and our 

technology enables us to meet the dual crlterla of proportionah? and dlscrlmmatlon All options must be 
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kept akallable m order to provide a credible threat of deterrence, and they must be exhaustively 

investigated before we actually commit to a course of actlon Nuclear weapons, like war itself, must be a 

last resort 

In addition to resolvmg these ethlcal Issues, the strategic problems must also be considered It 1s 

not clear that deterrence ~111 eben work against these new, non traditional opponents Remember, one of 

the most crltrcal aspects of deterrence theory IS the presumption of rationality Our definition of 

ratlonallty, and that of the Soviet Union for the entire Cold War, ma) not at all be equivalent to the 

motlvatlonal msplratlon of various players m this Kew World Order We must therefore have the abll@ 

to consider the motlvatlon of a future aggressor from his concept of rationality, not ours Our concept of 

deterrence must be tailored to the potential aggressor’s “center of grab lty” He must be made to realize 

that we possess both the capabIlity and the ~111 to exact unacceptable cost from that which he holds most 

precious When the players we desire to deter are rogue states or non-state extremists, this ~111 not 

always be read111 apparent, and could be much less easy to accomplish 

Further, m the event such deterrence falls, we must be capable and 1% lllmg to exact the price we 

threatened Just as strategic deterrence could not have been credible on a foundation of bluffing, failure 

to carry out our threats would only open the door to the potential escalation of terror and a disastrous 

slide mto impotence as a nation 
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cob-CLUSION 

Nuclear deterrence was a necessary and mvaluable foundation of our Katlonal Secur@ Stratea 

during the Cold War The world has changed m many significant ways m the past few years, and we 

have perhaps stepped back a bit from the precipice of nuclear anmhllatlon to which ue were so near 

However. the need for strategic deterrence has not c n e Nucie’ weapons will be required as long as 
(5izg 

nations who have such weapons do not trust each @her We Y- ed to continue our efforts to create a world 

environment where such lack of trust no longer exists Until such an environment can be attained, we 

must retam the ability to deter nuclear world war We also must retam the capability to deter d possible, 

and punish if necessary, potential regional and transnatlonal aggressors whose ambitions or hatreds could 

cause them to employ nuclear or other weapons of mass destruction Until such time as more precisely 

destructive, jet more proporttonal and dlscrlmmatmg weapons can be devised, we x+111 unfortunately 

need our nuclear capablhty to provide a measure of assurance that we can accomplish this task 

Therefore the need for non-strategic deterrence will also remam, but the nature of this deterrence must be 

modified to fit the mmdset of the intended “deterree” 

We must possess the moral and ethical restraint to refrain to resorting to nuclear weapons until 

we have exhausted all other options We must also possess the moral and ethical strength of character to 

convince ourselves and the \+orld communrty that this option must remam available to us as long as the 

threat IS present 

What we also urgently need 1s worldwide consensus that an aggressor’s use of weapons of mass 

destruction ~111 not be tolerated and that any such use will result m his catastrophic downfall We must 

realize we alone are capable of provldmg the leadership and courage necessary to forge such a 

consensys For this to happen, we must first ensure we understand our responslblhtles to the moral and 

ethical values upon which our nation, and our concept of clvlhzatlon are based 
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